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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Amendment 

1 . The amendment was received on 14 March 2006. 

2. Claims 1-5, 11-15 and 21 are previously canceled. 

3 . Claim 24 is newly added. 

Response to Arguments 

4. Applicant's arguments filed on 14 March 2006 (Remarks, pages 5-6) have been fully considered 
but they are not persuasive. 

Applicant argue on page 5 stating "Ryan does not show or suggest detecting the electronic 
watermark along with the value of bit data for which is defined a plurality of instructions, and performing 
a processing according to the instruction obtained from a table file which includes instructions for 
different values of the bit data." 

The examiner respectfully disagrees. 

The examiner believes that she never claimed Ryan disclosing detecting the electronic watermark 
along with the limitation recited by the applicant in the argument stated above. Please see pages 2-3 
paragraph 2 of the previous office action mailed on 10 January 2006. The examiner states that Ryan 
discloses a table file defining instructions corresponding to bit-data included in the watermark as seen in 
Figure 3 and explained at respective portions in the specification. The examiner admits that Chung 
discloses detecting a watermark from an image as stated in the previous office action. 

Applicant further argues on page 5 stating ". . .there is no table file of instructions paid to values 
of bit data where one of those instructions is then performed [by Ryan]" (emphasis added by the 
examiner). 
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The examiner disagrees. Please note that when the bits are detected the WM type is detected, 
therefore, if it is found that the WM type detected is 'copy-once' then copying is permitted only once (or 
when c copy-once' is detected). Hence, the instructions are being performed. See, col. 9 lines 19-21. 

Applicant argues on page 6 stating "Chung does not make up for any of the deficiencies of Ryan. 
Rather, Chung is related to encoding and decoding watermarks in MPEG pictures, and does not show 
detecting the electronic watermark along with the value of bit data for which is defined a plurality of 
instructions, and performing a processing according to the instruction obtained from a table file which 
includes instructions for different values of the bit data, or using the eight bit data as the watermark and 
bit data being four bit data in the low order four bits of the electronic watermark." 

The examiner again respectfully disagrees. 

First, nowhere in any independent claims (at least) there is a mention of "using the eight bit data 
as the watermark and bit data being four bit data in the lower order four bits of the electronic watermark." 
Second, even if there was any (claim 7), Ryan discloses this at col. 4 lines 26-28, 39-42 and col. 5 lines 
22-29. Also, Chung discloses detecting a watermark at col. 8 lines 51-59 and Figure 6 elements 242 and 
224. 

It is important to remember the combination of these two references to meet the limitation of 
claim 6, for example. The motivation for doing so is to improve economics and security over the exiting 
art as suggested by Ryan and to prohibit one from copying more than once as disclosed by Ryan at col. 2 
lines 15-27. Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Chung with Ryan to obtain the invention 
as specified in claim 6. Please note that the watermark includes bit-data by Chung at col. 6 lines 32-60. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

1 . The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all obviousness 
rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

2. Claims 6-10, 16-20 and 22-24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Chung et al. (US 6,310,962) (hereinafter, "Chung") in view of Ryan, et al. (US 6,374,036) (hereinafter, 
"Ryan"). 

With regard to claim 6 Chung discloses a device that detects an electronic watermark which 
includes bit-data from a compressed original image (Figure 6 and col. 5 lines 63-67), comprising: a circuit 
which reads the compressed original image data (reading/inputting MPEG2 moving pictures as seen in 
Figure 6); a circuit which decodes said compressed original image to produce a decoded data (watermark 
remover 242, col. 8 lines 48-5 1); a circuit which performs inverse discrete cosine transform (IDCT) for 
said decoded data (IDCT 224, col. 8 lines 51-59); a circuit which detects electronic watermark data 
embedded in data for which IDCT has been performed along with the value of said {bit-data) for which is 
defined a plurality of instructions (VLC & MUX 236 to output encoding bitstream, Figures 6 and 7, col. 9 
lines 4-32). Chung does not expressly disclose a table file including one of said instructions for said 
value of said bit-data; and having a circuit which performs a processing according to said instruction in 
said table file. Ryan discloses the watermark containing instruction such as "copy-once," "copy-never," 
"copy no more," etc. at col. 4 lines 33-36, 64-66, col. 5 lines 22-29; Also see Figure 2 and its respective 
portions in the specification for a table file with instructions. These instructions are performed according 
to the electronic watermark. Ryan and Chung are combinable because they are from the same field of 
endeavor, i.e., watermark encoder/decoder system. At the time of the invention, it would have been 
obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to combine the teaching of Chung with Ryan. The 
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motivation for doing so is to offer improved economics and security over the existing art as suggested by 
Ryan at col. 2 lines 30-33 and to prohibit one from copying more than once as disclosed by Ryan at col. 2 
lines 15-27. Therefore, it would have been obvious to combine Chung with Ryan to obtain the invention 
as specified in claim 6. 

With regard to claim 7 Ryan discloses the electronic watermark data as eight-bit data (col. 4 lines 
26-28) and said bit-data is four-bit data (col. 4 lines 39-42, col. 5 lines 23-29). 

With regard to claim 8 Ryan discloses characters are displayed according to said instruction 
corresponding to said bit-data (col. 5 lines 59-62 where "copy-once," "copy-never," "copy no more," etc. 
is being displayed). 

With regards to claims 9-10, it would have been obvious matter of design choice to modify 
Ryan's reference by having an instructions to access a website on the internet or start an application 
process since applicant has not discloses that having an instructions to access a website on the internet or 
start an application process solves any stated problem or is for any particular purpose and it appears that 
Ryan's invention of having instructions for "copy-once," "copy-never," "copy no more," etc. would 
perform equally well with having an instructions to access a website on the internet or start an application 
process (as disclosed in Ryan at col. 16 lines 22-25). 

Claim 16 recites identical features as claim 6 except claim 16 is a method claim. Thus, 
arguments similar to that presented above for claim 6 is equally applicable to claim 16. 

Claim 17 recites identical features as claim 7. Thus, arguments similar to that presented above 
for claim 7 is equally applicable to claim 17. 

Claim 18 recites identical features as claim 8. Thus, arguments similar to that presented above 
for claim 8 is equally applicable to claim 18. 

Claims 19-20 recites identical features as claims 9-10. Thus, arguments similar to that presented 
above for claims 9-10 are equally applicable to claims 19-20. 
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Claim 22 recites identical features as claim 6 except claim 22 is a computer readable recording 
medium claim (Figures 6-7 of Chung). Thus, arguments similar to that presented above for claim 6 is 
equally applicable to claim 22. 

Claim 23 is a broad version of claim 6. Thus, arguments similar to that presented above for 
claim 6 is equally applicable to claim 23. 

Claim 24 recites identical features as claim 7. Thus, arguments similar to that presented above 
for claim 7 is equally applicable to claim 24. 

Conclusion 

3. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in this Office 
action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP § 706.07(a). Applicant is 
reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE MONTHS from 
the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO MONTHS of the mailing 
date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH 
shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action 
is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX 
MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the examiner should 
be directed to Shefali D. Patel whose telephone number is 571-272-7396. The examiner can normally be 
reached on M-F 8:00am - 5:00pm (First Friday Off). 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's supervisor, 
Jingge Wu can be reached on (571) 272-7429. The fax phone number for the organization where this 
application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent Application 
Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications may be obtained 
from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished applications is available 
through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair- 
direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 

Shefali D Patel 
Examiner 
Art Unit 2624 

May 1,2006 




